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FOR THE COU-NTY OF LOS WNGELES - WST DISTRICT 
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Plaintiff Kossoris Search, Inc. (“Kossoris Search”), by its undersigned 
counsel, hereby brings this action against defendants Katten Muchin Rosenman LLP 
(“Katten”) and Does 1 through 10, inclusive (collectively, “the Defendants”), and. 
alleges as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Kossoris Search is a legal recruiting firm that matches law firms vdfn 
talented, partner-level attorneys. As part of this process, Kossoris Search expends 
substantial time and resources developing a deep understanding of both hiring lav- 
firms and candidate attorneys. Successfal} 5 '-placed candidates bring significant 
value to client law firms in the form of new business, practice areas, and branches. 
Thus, legal recruiters, such as Kossoris Search, provide an invaluable sendee by 
identifijdng candidates and firms that are good fits for each other. Placement fees in 
the industry commonly range from 25 to 35 percent of a candidate's first 3 '^ear's 
salary. 

2. In August 2015, Katten, an international law firm, enlisted the sendees 
of Kossoris Search to find candidates for the firm in Dallas, Texas. Katten promised 
that, if it hired the candidates identified by Kossoris Search, it wmuld pay an 
unconditional placement fee, with “no exceptions.” Pursuant to this agreement, 
Kossoris Search provided Katten the identity of a group of high-level partners in 
Dallas. Kossoris Search was very familiar wdth this partner group, and believed they 
would fit well at Katten. Thus, it was unsurprising when, in February 2018, Katten 
announced that it had hired se^^en partners from this Dallas group, 

3. Unfortunately, notwdthstanding Kossoris Search's efforts in facilitating 
these hirings, Katten refused to pa}^ Kossoris Search its unconditional placement fee, 
in violation of the parties' agreement. As a result of Katten's actions, Kossoris 
Search has suffered substantial damages, and therefore brings this law'-suit for breach 
of contract, promissory estoppel, and unjust enrichment. 
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PARTIES 

4. Plaintiff Kossoris Search is a corporation organized and existing under 
the laws of the State of California and does business in California. Kossoris Search 
specializes in the legal placement industi*}'. Am}' Kowssoris (“Ms. Kossoris”) is 
Kossoris Search’s Chief Executive Officer. 

5. Defendant Katten is a limited liabilit}' partnership offering legal 
services around the world. Katten is organized under the laws of the State of Illinois, 
with partners in: Austin, Texas; Charlotte, North Carolina; Chicago, Illinois; Dallas, 
Texas; Houston, Texas; Indng, Texas; Los Angeles, California; New York, New | 
York; Imne, California; San Francisco, California; and Washington, D.C. Katten j 
also has partners in Shanghai, People’s Republic of China, and in London, England, 
through its affiliated partnership, Katten Muchin Roseninan UK LLP. 

6. Kossoris Search is unaware of the names and precise capacities of the 
defendants listed in the complaint as Does 1 through 10, and lacks kn,ov'ledge of 
specific acts giving rise to causes of action against Does 1 through 10. Tnerefore, I 
Kossoris Search sues each of them by a fictitious name. Kossoris Search is informed 
and believes, and thereon alleges, that each Doe defendant is an attorney, agent, 
officer, partner, or co-conspirator of Katten, and is responsible in some manner for 
the acts and omissions alleged in this complaint. Kossoris Search will seek leave to 
amend this complaint v^'hen the precise identity, name, capacity, and basis for 
imposing liability against any Doe defendant is ascertained. 
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JURISmCTION AND VENUE 

7. The Court has jurisdiction o^^er this matter under California Code of 
Civil Procedure sections 88 and 410.10, because the acts and omissions that are the 
subject of this action occurred in Los Angeles, California, and the amount in 
controversy exceeds $25,000. Further, the Court has personal jurisdiction over the 
Defendants because they are, or were at all relevant times, California residents or 
transacted business in California, and caused harm to Kossoris Search in California. 
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8. Venue is proper in this Court because the causes of action arose in Los 
Angeles, California, and ail parties currently reside or transact business in Los 
Angeles. Code Civ. Proc., §§ 395, subd. (a), 395.5. 

FACTS 

9. Ms. Kossoris operates a highly successful legal, search and placement 
firm, K-Ossoris Search. Legal search and placement professionals, such as Ms. 
Kossoris, are commonly referred to as “legal recruiters.” Rather than earning an 
hourly vsnge, legal recruiters are paid a commission (or “placement fee”) following 
the successful placement of a lav^y^er “candidate” at a law firm “client.” 

10. To facilitate these placements, a legal recruiter invests many hours 
developing and maintaining relationships with clients and their decisionmakers. 
These relationships are invaluable because they allow a legal recruiter to understand 
the structure of a client firm, its expansion goals, and hiring needs. 

11. Legal recruiters also spend a great deal of time and resources 
developing relationships vshth candidates. These relationships pro\dde insight into a 
candidate’s background, experience, and career goals, and help a recruiter determine 
if he or she would be a good fit at a particular firm. 

12. A recruiter’s groundwork and relationship building is essential to 
successfully matching candidates vhth clients. Thus, the time spent forming 
relationships and learning about clients and candidates does not go “unpaid.” 
Instead, the value of this time is built into the compensation paid to a legal recruiter 
when her connections and efforts lead to a successful hiring. Although a legal 
recruiter typically receives a sizeable amount of money at the culmination of a 
placement, she also assumes substantial risk, since she will not be paid at all unless 
and until she successfully places a candidate. 

13. The client pays a legal recruiter’s placement fee when it finalizes the 

hiring of a candidate that the recruiter referred to the firm. In the legal placement 

industry, this fee typically ranges from 25 to 35 percent of the candidate’s total first 
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year annual compensation the client. 

14. A legal recruiter may also facilitate a client’s acquisition of an entire 
team of lawyers. In such a case, the recruiter’s placement fee is tvpically calculated 
as a percentage of the total first year annual compensation of the lawyers in the 
acquired team. 

15. Ms. Kossoris has over 15 years of legal recruiting experience and has 
successfully placed thousands of candidates with law' firm clients. Kossoris Search 
is a highly respected member of the legal placement industr}' in California. 

16. In 2015, Ms. Kossoris, on behalf of Kossoris Search, began working 

wdth Mark Solomon (“Mr. Solomon”), a candidate w''ho, at the time, w’-as a partner 

with Andrew^s Kurth Ken^'^on LLP in Dallas, Texas. Mr. Solomon asked Ms. 

Kossoris to present him wdth firms that were interested in starting a Dallas office, | 

» 

and provided Ms. Kossoris wdth specific details concerning his practice, clients, and ! 
background. i 

17. On August 14, 2015, Ms. Kossoris informed Vincent A.F. Sergi (“Mr. | 
Sergi”), Katten’s then-Chairman, and Mark Grossman, Katten’s global head of i 
corporate practice and a member of the firm’s Board of Directors, that she w^as 
“working with a small partner group with S20 million in business” in the Dallas area 
(“the Dallas partner group”). See Ex. A. Ms. Kossoris stated that the Dallas partner 
group had billable rates at “just under $1000 per hour” and asked if Katten w'as 
interested in opening a Dallas office. Id. hfr, Sergi quickly responded that he w'ould 
call Ms. Kossoris that afternoon. Id. 

18. Followdng this email exchange, Mr. Sergi and Ms. Kossoris spoke over 
the phone regarding Katten’s interest in opening a Dallas office. During the 
conversation, the parties agreed that; 


26 

27 

28 


a. Ms. Kossoris, on behalf of Kossoris Search, would provide 

Katten wdth the identity of the Dallas partner group 
wdthout seeking the group’s approval; and 
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b. In consideration, Katten would pay Kossoris Search an 
unconditional placement fee in the e-^^ent Katten hired the 
Dallas partner group—^v^dth “no exception.” 

19. On August 16, 2015, Ms. Kossoris emailed Mr. Sergi to confirm the 
parties' agreement (the “2015 Agreement”). See Ex. B at 1, Ms, Kossoris outlined 
the 2015 Agreement’s general terms, and acknowledged that both parties were . 
“making an exception” to their standard terms in entering the agreement. Id. Mr, 
Sergi confirmed Katten’s assent to the 2015 Agreement that same day. Id. 

20. On August 16, 2015, while justifiably rehdng on the 2015 Agreement, | 

I 

Ms. Kossoris provided Katten vdth the identity of the Dallas partner group. See Ex. i 

^ '* i 

C. The group included several partners from Andrews Kurth Kenyon LLP, led by | 
hir, Solomon. Id. at 2-5. Katten did not indicate that it had any pre-existing | 
relationships vdth Mr. Solomon or any other members of the Dallas partner group. 

21. Several days later, Ms. Kossoris, at Katten’s invitation, met Mr. Sergi 
in Chicago to discuss and strategize Katten’s recruitment of the Dallas partner group. 
See Ex. D at 1-2. Following this meeting, Katten arranged for Ms. Kossoris to work 
vdth Katten’s Lateral Recruiting Manager, Pamela Masters (“Ms. Masters”), on a 
document formally confirming the 2015 Agreement, id. at 1. Over the next several 
weeks, Ms. Kossoris and Ms. Masters exchanged draft documents. See Ex. E at 2- I 
9. During these exchanges, Ms. Masters assured Ms. Kossoris that the parties would 
memorialize their agreement in a formal document. /E. at 6, 8. 

22. Nevertheless, on September 17, 2015, prior to finalizing the document, 
Katten unilaterally terminated its discussions with Ms. Kossoris and Kossoris 
Search. Id. at 1. Despite Katten’s prior assent to the 2015 Agreement, Ms. Masters 
VTongly claimed that the parties “couldn’t reach an agreement on terms.” id. Ms. 
Masters further stated that “[i]n light of our failure to ratify a fee agreement, as well 
the emails you erroneously sent purporting to represent us, w&'d prefer to work with 
other recruiters moving forv'-ard.” Id. Ms. Kossoris categorically denied Ms. 
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Masters’ statements and stated her expectation that the 2015 Agreement would be j 
honored. Id. | 

i 

23. Following this exchange, Katten and the Dallas partner group refused | 
to have any contact with Ms. Kossoris or Kossoris Search regarding the Dallas i 
partner group’s recruitment; hov^^ever, Katten obviously proceeded to explore the | 

transaction and eventuallv consummate it. I 

i 

24. Notvdthstanding the above, in 2017, Kossoris Search and Katten | 
resumed their working relationship, and executed a new Search Firm Agreement j 
(“the 2017 Agreement”). See Ex. F. The 2017 Agreement governed all attorney j 
placements by Kossoris Search “[cjommencing on [September 29, 2017], and | 
continuing throughout the duration of th[e] agreement.” Id. at 1. Thus, the parties 
made clear that the 2017 Agreement applied to Kossoris Search’s attorney placement 
work going forv'-ard. Further, the 2017 Agreement did not mention or modify the 
2015 Agreement, which was specific to Kossoris Search’s work vrith the Dallas 
partner group and unique in its terms. Id. at 1-4. 

25. On February 5, 2018, Katten announced that it had hired seven new 
partners to launch the firm’s Dallas office. Ex. G at 1. Katten’s press release stated 
that “[t]he new partners, all previously with Andrews Kurth Kenyon LLP in Dallas, 
include[d] corporate attorney Mark S. Solomon” and six others. Id. Thus, as a direct 
and proximate result of the 2015 Agreement and Kossoris Search’s hard work on 
Katten’s behalf) the firm hired the Dallas partner group. 

26. Katten’s Chairman, Roger P. Furey, touted the hiring of the Dallas 
partner group, stating: “This is an extraordinary group of attome 5 ^s vTiose extensive 
skills, leadership and experience are an ideal fit for our highly regarded transactional 
capabilities and well-established culture of business-mindedness.” Ex. G at 1. 

27. Mr. Furey further stated that: 

We intend to build around our new partners and do some exciting things 

in Dallas. With our lawyers in Houston and other offices we were 
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already the go-to firm for clients in Texas and elsewhere with major 
Environmental and Workplace Safety needs. 

Now, as we build upon this group of exceptional lawyers with deep ties 
in the Dallas business and legal communities, and vdth the support of 
Katten’s premier national practices in finance, financial services and 
private equity, we will be able to sendee the growing legal needs of the 
North Texas business community and our clients doing business there. 

Ex. G at 1 (internal quotations omitted). 

28. Yet, despite Kossoris Search’s efforts in identifying the Dallas partner 
group - and Katten’s ultimate hiring of the group ~ Katten failed to fulfill its 
obligations under the 2015 Agreement. 

29. To date, Katten has not paid Kossoris Search’s unconditionalplacement j 
fee, despite Kossoris Search’s demand to do so. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION - BREACH OF CONTRACT 
(Against All Defendants) 

30. The allegations contained in Paragraphs 1-29 are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. 

31. The 2015 Agreement was a valid and binding contract, which provided 
that: (a) Ms. Kossoris, on behalf of Kossoris Search, would pro^dde Katten with the 
identity of the Dallas partner group without the group’s approval; and (b) in 
consideration of this information, Katten would pay Kossoris Search an 
unconditional placement fee in the event Katten hired members of the Dallas partner 
group, with “no exception.” 

32. Pursuant to the 2015 Agreement, Ms. Kossoris, on behalf of Kossoris 
Search, pro’ydded Katten vhth the identity of the Dallas partner group. Katten later 
hired hfr. Solomon and others from the Dallas partner group. 

33. Katten materially breached the 2015 Agreement by failing to pay the 
unconditional placement fee due and payable to Kossoris Search under the terms of 
the 2015 Agreement. 
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34. As a direct and proximate result of Katten's breach, Kossoris Search 
has sustained significant damages in excess of $25,000. 

WHEREFORE, Kossoris Search requests that this Honorable Court enter 
judgment in its favor and against Defendants for compensator}’’ and consequential 
damages, pre- and post-judgment interest, costs, and such other relief as this 
Honorable Court deems just and proper. | 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION - PROMISSORY ESTOPPEL (IN THE \ 
ALTERNATim TO THE FIRST CA USE OF ACTION) \ 

(Against All Defendants) I 

35. The allegations contained in Paragraphs 1-29 are incorporated by j 

reference as if fully set forth herein. j 

36. On August 16, 2015, Katten unequivocally promised Kossoris Search j 
that, if Kossori,s Search provided the identity of the Dallas partner group, and Katten ! 

J 

ultimatel}' hired members of the group, then Katten would pay Kossoris Search an j 
unconditional placement fee, with “no exception.” I 

37. Katten knes?;? or should have reasonably expected that Kiossoris Search j 

would rel}' on Katten’s clear promise to pay an unconditional placement fee and thus i 
disclose the Dallas partner group's identity. | 

i 

38. To its substantial detriment, Kossoris Search did, in fact, reasonably 
rely upon Katten's promise when, on August 16, 2015, Ms, Kossoris provided 
Katten vdth the identity of the Dallas partner group. 

39. Katten failed to fulfi.ll its Dromise to Kossoris Search vfoen it refused to 

X 

pay Kossoris Search's unconditional placement fee upon its hiring of Mr, Solomon 
and others from the Dallas partner group. 

40. Asa direct and proximate result of Katten's failure to fulfill its promise, 
Kossoris Search has suffered significant damages. 

V^TIEREFORE, Kossoris Search requests that this Honorable Court enter 

judgment in its favor and against Defendants for compensatory and consequential 
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damages, pre- and post-judgment interest, costs, and such other relief as this 
Honorable Court deems just and proper. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION - OUAKTUM MERUIT (IN THE 


ALTERNATim TO THE FIRST CAUSE OP ACTION) 

(Against All Defendants) 

41. The allegations contained in Paragraphs i~29 are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein, 

42. On August 16, 2015, at Katten’s request, Kossoris Search provided 
Katten with valuable professional services by disclosing the identity of the Dallas 
partner group, 

43. Katten ultimately hired ]s4r. Solomon and others from the Dallas partner 
group, which it touted as ‘An extraordinar}^- group of attorneys whose extensi^^e 
skills, leadership and experience are an ideal fit for [KattenA] highly regarded 
transactional capabilities and well-established culture of business-mindedness."' 

44. Kossoris Search's identification and disclosure of the Dallas partner 
group, which led to the group's hiring, has substantial value in the legal placement 
industTvt 


45. In addition to introducing Katten to the Dallas partner group, Kossoris 


19 I Search expended significant time and resources in des^eloping the necessary 

20 I relationships for this placement. Ms. Kossoris also provided Katten vrith consulting 

21 sendees aimed at the recruitment of the Dallas partner group. Yet, despite her 

22 i efforts, Katten unilaterally and unfairly retained the fruits of Kossoris Search's labor 

23 1 without payment. Thus, Katten has been unjustly enriched at the expense of 

24 j Kossoris Search. 

25 "V^dHEREFORE, Kossoris Search requests that this Honorable Court enter 

26 judgment in its favor and against Defendants for the reasonable value of Kossoris 

27 Search's services, pre- and post-judgment interest, costs, and such other relief as this 

28 Honorable Court deems just and proper, 
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1 PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

2 

'Vv^EREFORE, Plaintiff Kossoris Search prays for judgment asainst Katten 

3 

and Does 1 through 10. inclusive, as follows: 

4 

1. For damages in a sum to be determined at tnal; 

5 . , , 

2, For appropriate interest on those sums due; 

6 

3. For all reasonable attorneys' fees and costs incurred by this suit, as 
7 

allov^ed by law” and 

g 

4, For any such other relief as this Honorable Court deems just and proper. 
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10 
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JOm\T F. LAUHO 

j lauro @Iaurola wfirm. com 

MICHAEL G. CALIFANO 

mcaiifano@iaurolaviErm.com 

LAURO LA^L^ FIRM 

10 i East Kennedy Boulevard 

Suite 3100 

Tampa, Florida 33602 
Tel: (813)222-8990 
Fax: (813) 222-8991 

Of Counsel for Plaintiff Kossoins 
Search, Inc. 

Admitted in California - V/ill 
Seek Admission Pro Hac Vice"^* 


25 


RespectMh^ submitted, 


PHILIP D. D.4PEER, A LAW 
CORPORATION 



PHILIP D, D.APEER (SBN 53378) 
ph.il@dapeeriaw .com 
2625 Townsaate Road, Suite 330 
\W estiake Villa 2 e. CA 01361-5749 
Tel: 323.954-9144 
Fax: 323.954-0457 

Counsel for Plaintiff Kossoris 
Search. Inc. 
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